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* PREFACE

This brief "case stndY"_of thescurrent'status af support
for family research was prepared‘for the hational Institute
~of Education. NIE's Family and Community Studies Team is
collaborating with the Assistant Secretary fdf Planning and
Evaluatlon (Department of Health and Human Serv1ces) to par-
t1c1pate in a conference on "The Famlly and Education,"
sponsored by the Offlce of‘Economlc Cooperatlon and Develop-ﬁ
ment (OECD), Center for ?ducatlonal Research and Innovatlon.
fA modlfled ver51on of the present case study w1l1 be one of
the papers presented at the conference. e |

The preparatlon of the case study beneflted from the
cooperatlon of numerous federal OfflClalS, 1nvolved in famlly
research programs, who‘prov1ded the latest materlals on cur-
rent issues. The author gratefully acknowledges this assis-
'tance, although~ncne of the views expressed in the case study
necessarily reflect either those of thehofficiais contracted

L

or those of NIE.s

Q.
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A. INTRODUCTION

4

vFamllles and Amerigan Publlc Pollcy S ’ : 8

4

thtle doubt ex1sts regardlng the 1mportance of the family

Q

-

,.in American soc1ety, National. attention to the topic has been
reflected'most recently.in the organlzatlon and conduct of the

white House Conference on Famllles. The conference nas 1n-‘
.9

volved a series of natlonal reglonal, and state conferences,

and w1Ll culm1nate in an overall statement of objectives and

plans to be pursued ‘when thé conference ends in 1981 (see

[

Whlte _House Conference, 1980)

y | Papers already presented at conference workshops have

AY

called attentlon to the contlnued 1mportance of the nuclear
family (e.g., Sussman, 1980), the varled llfe-styles that have
nevertheless emerged (e gﬂ' Hareven, 1980), and the 1ncreas1ngﬁ"

problems of family life w#thln contemporary Amerlcan society.

t

For instance, today"s famllles must: - S 'hﬁ7i

-

e Exist within a tax structure that is unfair to
people chooslng homemaklng as a career;

y e Survive soc1a1 programs that tend to undermlne
_ the family unit; and 3

LN f

® Ma1nta1n adequate f1nanc1a1'resources with employ—:
ment policies that are not supportive of working
parents. o

)

+

In addltlon to these general ways through wh1ch ex1st1ng pub11c‘
policies can affect famlly llfe, the conference also 1dent1f1ed‘

the critical relationshlp between famllles and schools (e.g.,

-

\)( -.: . ¢ ’ ‘_. 5
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Watson; 1980). Improvements in educatioﬁalastatds can_clearly
assist in the well<being of the family and also ease the\bur-
den of school personnel. : . ‘ R kN

k .
. In spite of the emerg1ng awareness of the connectlon be- -

i

tween existlng pub11c pollc1es and family life, an American .

"policy" toward the famlly has yet to be developed.r part of

the problem is that national pollcymakers and their ‘constitu- -
' 3

ents are ughwlllng to encourage government to intervene 1n

* A -

: fam11y affairs. Such affairs are st111 viewed in America as a
ba51ca11y pr1vate matter, to be. separated from government 1n

almost the same manner as the separation between church and

state. 1In general, although federal 1nterventldn has . een

.accepted for institutions in the pubch sector anc he pri#

vate zndustry sector, ‘there is still hesltatlon to 1nter ene

*
in what m1ght be called the communzty sector. Even thexah%;e
House Conference on Fam111es has engendered unusual controversy

(Dewar, 1980- and R1ch 1980). 'and previous attempts, at passing .
S ‘
leglslatlon to' prov1de a’; broad range of serv1ces to Amer1¢an

"families have met w1th strong publ;c opposltlon (e.g., see’

- Committee‘on Labor;and Puhlic Weifare, 1574Y

3

<
There ‘are many ways of argurng for and aga1nst this' view

of the relatlonshlp between government and the fam11y. On the
' 3
_one’ hand some people cqn polnt to- ex1st1ng federal programs--h

. -Y g., the AFDC payment program--as hav1ng a. serlous impact on

1

Ve s

"

"For dlscusslon ‘of the problems of federal support- for
communaty ector activities; see Yin, forthcom1ng.




d the famlly, such people will conclud that government aZready '

X
intervenes in famlly affalrs, and.that the failure to recognlze

" this fact has led to undesirable social donsequencés. on the

other hand, it can-. be argued that;most of the 1nterventlons

v

" are primarlly concerned\:;:h other objectives——e g., reduc1ng

poverty--and that a"f program”" is ne1ther intended nor

>

de51red‘\ As a result of these alternative arguments, there 1s_

<
continued amblvalence on-‘the subject of(whether any new federal

polic1es.shou1d exp11c1t1y 1ncorporate the needs of the Ameri-
can family. o , R -

Famllles andgEducatlon j“

]

Nowhere has this ambivalence in pollcy formulation been~

as EVident as in deallng'w1th families and education, a sub-

0

« topic of spec1a1 concern .to the presenb paper. The. role of 'the

v

famlly in educatlng the child 1n unquestloned. As an 1nfant,
ch11d, or youth an 1nd1v1dua1 rece1ves a wlde var1etyg;f‘°

nstructlon” from famlly members, 1nc1ud1n%bj _
* ‘ . Y o

) Currlculum-speclflc information, such as how to
.'read or do ar1thmet1c, ’ \

. 'Education-related information, such as one's A
~  attitudes toward schooling; . _ L

] Gu1dance for coping with daily act1v1t1es, con-r.'
' sumer roles, and other common. problems; and

-, Eeneral att1tudes and norms in dea11ng w1th
other individuals and communlty members.

g

"Instruction” can also emanate from the family environment, and

“

not merely the.individualimembers'of the family. 1In this

.




senge, television, other products found in the home,‘and family
ct1v1t1es may all be considered part of the. family s influence

‘on an individual's educatlon. | _ i |
;, Often times,,family instruction facilitates school instruc-

tion. 1In other cases, the two compete with each other. Al-

J : *
though the role of famlly as educator can be eas11y documented,

the family has only been a marglnal concern in Amerlcan educa-
tion pollcy. Major federal in1t1at1ves 1n education, taken to
insure that every American child has an equal opportunlty for
high-guality educatlon, have~1nstead been dominated by efforts
to imprové formal educational institutions--i.e., the school:
School serv1ces are supplemented through ESEA Tltle I and other
aid-to-education programs; innovative school practzces are en-
couraged -through federal demonstratlon and dissemination pro- ‘H
grams; and educational research is underwritten hyISuch agencies
as the National Institute of Education. u ‘
- Parental 1nvolvement in school affalrs is mandated in a
‘few areas--e g., Tltle I Parent Adv1sory Counclls--but these
initiatives, have still been taken with the primary mot1ve of
‘assisting. schools and  have not necessarily addressed the broader
‘role. bf parents.as- educators. Other exceptlons to this general
- observation have to do with the education of spec1al population
groups. . In the case of the handlcapped, for instance, there do
exist federal programs to counsel and train parents as educators.

ESEA Title II also encourages programs to support families<in

teaching basic skills to their children; however, the programs’



\
o

-

are limited in their goals and only'represent a small invest~

K]

ment in federal funds (less than $100 million)

Overall, federal education policy has not viewed education’
‘as the outcome of school Qnd famziy efforts. Instead,‘current
policies only emphasize the role of the school and tend to ig-

nore the. potential’contributions of the family The stance

taken is.fully reflective of the broader ambivalence regarding
the government'and family relationship, for any recognition ©f
" the importance of the family's role in educatiop could poten-

tially lead to suggestions for federal intervention,in family

-

affairs. -
The purpose of this paper is npt to sLttle (or even to

. ' . » _
articulate further) the debate on government and the family.

i

The main objective is to indicate how the ambivalent posture
_has affected federal support of reSearch on the family, and
especially support for studies of the family as educator. A

general conclusion is that‘such,research support.

e ‘Is highly fragmented among various‘federal agencies,
and sub-agenc1es- - ‘ _
- 'Y Follows an uncertain path in linking knowledge to
' practice; and _ .

‘e Causes special dilemmas for agencies such as the .
" National Institute of Education, whose mission is’
to support research on education.

&



_that do npt necessarlly involve children an?wthat are domlnated
s,( . .

. B.. FRAGMENTATION OF SUPPORT FOR FAMILY RESEARCH

» .
. . ]

Patterns of s;pport among Federal“Ag;nc1es

ReSearch on the family 1s currently supported by a wlde
range of federal agep::a.e;—x.~ Most of the agenc1es have natlonal

sSlons that are either related to a sector of the economy

. (e. g., agriculture, 1abor, commerce) or to a general problem

area (e g., health, mental health, poverty, justlce) A

soclal unlt such as the famlly does not fall neatly into

elther the sectoral or problem—orlenteq/structure, and as a

Aesult family research can be and has been sponsored by’a large

number of agencles.' | ' | .
In theory, the. Adm1n1stratlon of Ch11dren, Youth, and

Fam111es (ACYF)—-and 1n gartlcular 1ts-new1y formed Offlce on

Fam111es——serves as a "coord1nat1ng pOlnt for all federal pro-

bgrams for ch11dren and their famllles (Abramson, 1978), but
12

~1in practlce the d1verse federal efforts have been under taken

@

w1th llttle collaboratlve overv1ew.* Moreoveéi the ACYF 1nter-
vest in famlly research emanates from a focus on the child:
there are numerous other family 1ssues (e.g., work, marrlage,
home economics, and physical or psychologlcal ma1adjustments)

by eral agencies besides ACYF. &

%

or annual 11st1ngs of ACYF's research awards,)see Grotber
(1980) as ‘the latest, example.’ Thla listing suggests that
inor proportlon of - -the research' is devoted to families.,

o ..

f :L F'/;‘ ';.- -
- 100 . o .
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Afrecent survey of federally sponsored research on the o

famlly revealed that nine major departments and,independent j;}*'

agencles were prov1d1ng support in 1976 (Wakefleldd 1979)

o':Department of,ﬁealthz.Education; and Welfare‘f' )
.. rDepartment'of Agrkculture i fyz';ﬂ s t{-.ifffﬂf'l
e Veterans Kdministration' | o R
'-Lo. National Sclence Foundatldn S ﬁp ,lw- E (;ff;%(fpff

o'.Department bf~Labor o '((
° jDepartment'of Justlce‘

e [Department of Defense ‘,
N o'nDepartment of Hous1ng and Urban Development

K [ Natlonal Endowment for the Humanltles f

' . £)

The creatlon of the Department of Educatlon adds at least a
tenth agency -to- ghe lxst, and the survey falled to cover the
.research supported by an eleventh agency, “the Department of
Commerce (Bureau*of the Census) Moreover, the llst dﬁes

not begln to appreclate the numerous un1ts of government 1n-‘
volved at the sub-agency level. W1th1n the newly named ‘
FDepartment of Health and%ﬂuman Serv1ces,.for 1nstance, may be~

’~found at least ten relevant components that may Sponsor some

f_aspect of research on the famlly. E SR 7{

f); 0ff1ce of Human Development Serv1ces

. " 1lies (incorporates the former Office of - Child‘

- Adm1n1stratﬁpn for Chlldren, Youth, and Eaml-
Development s- well as other programs)

- Admlnxstratlon for Publlc Serv1ces

_?gﬁkéhgf5;‘f_; 1?;tllj"
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. A Bt - T SR
L » x t o ' P W
\ ’2 ',‘-. Admlhlstration .on Developmental Dlsabllitles Q?J* -
: Adminlstration on Agings ' 1 .. o
T . Health Se;bices Adminlstrptlon R ﬂ; '
. SR AN
({;‘. ".-— Bureau of Communlty Health Serv1ces (Maternal,_'-’,.,
PEET and Ch11d Health Servxces) L . N
- Y @ alcohol,’ Drug Abuse, and Mental Health Admlnls- ‘
C “tration . - T . : : ' .
- g : : - * . -
SRR Nat1ona1 Instltute of Mehtal Health S
. ' - National Inst1tute on Alcohol Ab se -and . e,
- Alcoholism _ _ L T
PR - National Instltute on: brug Abuse L ‘
E ® Natlonal Instltutes of Health : _l'_ . ﬂ . U o

- National Institute 'of Chlld.Health and
Human Develdpment . . ° = .

».+ - National Inst;tute oh}Aging T A

The fragmentatlon of “research support among the varlous e

~‘
04 Y

g igderal sub-agencres, both w1th1n and outs1de of the Depart--
nt . of Health and. HumanQServ1ces, makes it extremely d1ff1cu1t
, to determlne the current extent of support for fam11y research.

- Arbltrary deflnltlons of ”research, "famlly-relatednessx" arid

5

s other key concepts need to be set, and cand1date projects-musta“

*
be screened 1nd1v1dua11y for 1nc1u51on or excluslon. , Such an

effort was attempted 1n‘the above-mentloned survey (Wakefleld.

te

"1979), but mo defrhltlve do11ar flgures were calculable. “The

surve?‘merely presented the 1eve1 of/support for a- sub-agency s

entlre research program, and made no.attempt to determine the.
» . \ - N K .

port1on\devoted to famlly research.

K T . , : ’ ,
. 4 - S . . .
: *Wakefleld (1979) conta1ns summarles of 1nd1v1dua1 projects
on famlly ‘research, supported by the .federal government in FY .
1976.2 Ep .

.' ‘; 0 ' ) o . .

Lt . - I : LI
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v An‘alternative way'of summarizino current patterns of
federal support is “to examlne the distribution of research
', projects rather.than dollars. df'course, because many research-
) projects are multlple-year efforts, tabulatlons of project
.‘ aries cannot yield precise estimates of annual federal
<§zttv1ty;_ Nevertheless, Table 1 shows the major agencies
supporting family research projects, based on an examination
by wakefield (1979) of projects actlve in 1976. The'table
'suggests that about 400 projects were d1rect1y re1ated to fam-
11y 1ssues ("famlly system" research) and that an addltlonal
700 projects were fam11y re1ated. A similar effort was under-
taken by a George Washlngton University group (see Hertg, 1978),
‘but the only family research covered was that. related to child-
hood 1ssues. The effort 1dent1f1ed 690 such famlly-related
projects be1ng supported 1n FY 1977. i (Appendxx A ;ndlcates
~ the distribution of these projects’ by federal sub-agency. )
‘ In spite of the inability ‘to define precisely the dmstri-
rbution of support; some general observations may'be made about
the effects of this fragmentation.. First, a given research
project on family processes may be supported by almost a11 of’
the potent1a11y re1evant sub-agenc1es. The determination of
‘fthe most relevant sub-agency w111 depend upon the or1entatlon
‘iof the project, but not necessarily the project's bas1c aca-

demic sett1ng or data collectlon method. Some agencles do tend

-

For comparison, Hill (1980) est1mates that there are about
2,200 publications on the family annually. - ‘However, these may
- represent more than single projects and def1n1te1y 1nc1ude non-
,federally-funded research.

13
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“Table 1

FAMILY RESEARCH PROJECTS, FY 1976,
BY FEDERAL SUPPORT AGENCY '

" Family Family- . R
System ‘Related ' - ; .
Federal Agency . Projects Projects Total
Department of Health, ' A : % !
Education, and Welfare ‘ } S T
. Administration on _;f
child, Youth, and
Families o 39 : 110 , 149
‘National Institute
of Mental Health N 135 . - 157 '{ 292
Natioﬁal’Instiﬁute*of' ' | A
child Health and . ;
Human Development . 50 38~ h 88 .
National Institute of ' _ ' ¥
Education “c ~ . 16 , 29 45
Office of Ed¥cation -— 194 : © 194
Other 26 72 | 98
Department of Labor 14 10 1 24
'National Science ' . A
Foundation 23 7 e 30
Veterans Administration 24 10 L. 34
. hd i .
. Department of o
- Agriculture 74 47 , 121
Miscellaneous ’ 18 18 _f 36
Total 419 692 1,111

SOURCE: - Wakefield Washington Associates, Faﬁily Research
(Westport, Conn.: Greenwood Press, 1979). g
' \

v .
I

=
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A to support more "basic" research, whereﬁs other.agencies,will
only éupport reésearch on a particular targef:population‘or
social p:oblem.' Neﬁertheléss, it is probably true that the
__sawe-essehtiai research project cén be‘ﬁodified to be eligible
for §uppor£ from almost any of the'sub-agencies.

'.Seéond, there appear to be few distinctions gegarding the
type of reéearch'or the academic discipline being supported
ffom sub-agency‘tp sub-agqncy. Typicéfiy, most sub-agenciés
support research involving the folléQing social science L
strategies: ’Lé

]

o Ihterviews of family members and related indi-
viduals: c

e Analysis of large-scale survey data, usually
involving national samples of households or
individuals; :

e Analysis of agency records (e.g., school or
. social service records) regarding family and
individual characteristics.

[

“Thus, most égencies support wo:ﬁ done by psychologists, soéi-
ologists, political scientists, and‘economists; The health

. agencies tend to support.clinical and experiméhtal résegrch.. N
in additién to thé above, and several agencies also support
demonstration projects in which specific services are provided

"to families. In contrast, few af the projects,‘régardless of

- *
agency, involve case studies of families.

* ' : : .

An initial intention of the present paper was to display
and summarize project abstracts in relation to these methodo-
‘logical characteristics. However, pexusals of existing abstracts




~) . - \
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. Third, the degree to which family*factors.are the primary <
versus secondary theme of the research will vary from sub-
Agenoy to sub-agency. For only a few agenc1es--e g., the
Natlonal Instltute of Mental Health (NIMH)—-ls the famlly the:
prlmary theme. Thus, NIMH is more likely to support stud1es-
in which famlly cOndltzons are dependent varlables. For most
of the other agenc1es, the famlly is llkely to be a seconda‘i
theme. Thus, famlly cond1tlons will frequently be one of
several sets of zndependent var1ables, with the dependent
,var1ables more d1rectly related to the m1ssron of the agency.
However, this general distinction between pr1mary and secondary
- themes should not be overdrqyn' the sub-agenc1es all support a .
diverse arrary of famlly research. f |
Fourth and most 1mportant, the fragmentatlon makes it
v extremely d1ff1cu1t to synthes1ze individual research efforts,
and to d1scr1m1nate potent1al breakthroughs from tr1v1al f1nd-l
1ngs. Individual studies do get reviewed and synthes!zed in
the tradltlonal academic sense--i. e., via journal publlcatlon
and academic networklng--but the opportun1ty to complement
the academic marketplace w1th agency-sponsored synthesls efforts
is lost. . Such agency-sponsored efforts ke.g., commlssloned
reviews of research;'policy-oriented'conferences, and agendaj

setting workshops) have»the unique ability 'to facilitate.

(Wwakefield, 1979) indicated no consistent patterns of d1ffer-
ences or similarities that were worth highlighting.

{
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interdisciplinary cohmunication, which is greatly needed in
family research but which tends to be ighored by the academic

‘marketplace. . ) '
| All of these observatlons are not 1ntended to suggest
that family research would benefit 1£ all such research were -
-sponsored by a 51ng1e agency or two. In fact, ‘various expert

~ panels have suggested that research often suffers under such
'an autocratlc ;rrangement ‘- because of the resultlng narrowness
of interests (e.g., Task Force, 1976 p. 21). The main p01nt
©.. is that the current patterns of . support for famlly research
may err in the opposlte d1rect10n.' When t@o many sub-agencles
are involved, eaéﬁ?wlth 1ts own m1ss10n-or1entatlon, some un-
des1rab1e loss of eff1c1ency may result, and 1nvest1gators ‘
'

and pollcymakers may unknow1ng1y red1scover the lessons ‘of

others or fail to benefit from others‘ insights.

Support for Research Related to Familiesland Education
The pattern of diversity and its effects can also be

jllustrated with the topic of immediate'cohcerh'to this paper,
families and education. Suppose, for example, that research s
- is to be dohe on: the role of the family in improving an,
individual's readzng ability (for a review of this research,
see Hess and Holloway, 1979). The following dlfferent klnds
‘of projects could be supported by dif ferent kinds of sub-

agencies:
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. ® Research on family' communicatioh patterns, form-
- ing a key part of the‘behavioral processes under- *
. lying the teaching of ‘reading- in the home, might
. : be supported+by the National Institute of Child

s

Health and Human Development or by the” Adminis-

tration for Children, Youth, and Families.

e Research on the particular teaching.and learning
skille for reading, exploring the operational
lessons for intra-family behavior, might be sup-
ported by the National Institute of Education.

' ) N - -
e Research that focuses on specific target popula-
tione of problem children or problem families,
potefitiallly reguiring modifications of any opera-
tional lessons, might be supported by: )

- the Bureau of Education for the Handicapped"

(for handicapped children);

- the National Institute for Juvenile Justice‘
and'Deliqquendy.Prevention, Department of
- Justice (for delinquent youths):; »

" - the Administration for Children, Youth, and’
- ) Families (for problems of foster parents):

- the Navy Family Program Office, pepartment of |
the Navy (fbr problems of military families).

e Research that focuses on specific reading mate-+"
riale that might be used by the family related . .
to such social problems as substance abuse, *
o _ might be supporteéd by .the National Institute -of
o . Drug Abuse: . . ot o

v
VL - - . - . . .

-2 o4 ; N .Mk ¥z - '

This liSt.épu;dfbegexp§ﬁ§§d'fﬁfthéf}féna‘thé patiern q£7
support_is;clearly‘juétified bifth:_existiﬁg{mahdates of the '

L

relevant sub-agencieé. ‘A:majéruﬁréblem, howevef, is-tnag thé

pbfential research findings might“négfbredictably 5;11 in£d:'i a

such neat categories. For 9xample,.d€§£ﬁé§ doné for thé‘Navy
Deparfment might very well udcover impofggnt lessons in'iela? |

t* . tion to the researcﬁ being{sﬁpported by theiﬁgtional Institute
of Child Health and Human.Devgiopment. Similaylyu the data

Yase for thetstudy'suppqrted by the Navy_ Department might

)
B
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provide an important contribution to the population and house-
hold studies supp8rted°by the Bureau of the Census. Again, C

because good research is accompan;éd by academlc publlcatlon,

many of the theoretlcal 1ssues and empxrlcal results will be

 gorted through the academac marketplace; however, the poten- e

_t1a1 policy lessons across the various agenc1es may have no .

051m11ar outlet. ' .

N

2

1o compehsate in part for the fragmented support for

this type of research, the varlous federal agencies have

developed and maintained interagency commlttees that share'

relevant'information. Of partlcular 1) terest are two: such ‘
N
committees, the Interagency Panel for R&D on Adolescence, and

. tne Interagency Panel on Early Chlldhood R&D.. Both panels ;]

1nvolve representatlves from a varlety of agencies (see
o
-Appendlx B%for a%simpllfled Organiaﬁtlon chart), and both have

'fattempted to c1ass1fy and retrieve 1nformatlon on relevant re-

search projects.' However, nelther panel focuses excluslvely
on the family (for an exception, see Hill, 1980), and a coor-
d;natlng committee for famlly affairs (whi¢h should 1nc1ude,
issues faribeyond those of chiidhood or adolescence) m;ght be _

considered in the future.

. In summary, the current pattern of support for. research

Jreflects an overly’fragmented state. One hunch is ‘that the

’fragmentatlon is the d1rect result of the amblgulty in federa1

policy toward family affalrs. Because government pollcy is un-

-

certain, research support fails to have any central thrust:

q

G 19
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~

fresearch is spons@:ed under a wiriety of objectives, each of

1
’

which is central to some other fe?eral missioh but only in-

. directly related to tﬁeffamily. L v , J

i

20
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C. THE UNCERTAIN PATH BETWEEN KNOWLEDGE AND PRACTICE

Federal Emphasié on Research Utilization

- improvements in practice.

Federal support of research has increasingly reflected

the concomitant goal of improving policy or practice. Although

.

most of the basiciresearch supported by the National Institutes

' of Health or by the National Science Foundation is still jus-

tified in terms of improving knowledge as the major payoff,

agencies that support social research have been under mouhting

-pressure to create explicit links between research results and

/

This general pressure may be hoted with particular atten-
tion to.égencies supporting family reésearch. One bomponen£1bf
ACYF, for instance, has the following statement ih.its'applica-
tién forms for the Child Welfare Researcﬁ andvDemons;:ation

Grants Program:

The Children's Bureau, in funding a research or
demonstration project, makes the assumption that
the activity funded will produce informdtion that
has immediate value for application in the field

and that this information should therefore be dis-
semindted and utilized. [Emphasis added.] ‘

: . N . Q ) .;..‘
In shor&, every project is to produce usable information and

E 3 ’

to have a dissemination or utilization plan. In education, to
take another example, the National Institute of Education (NIE)

to support ngcientific inquiry into educational

processe

N

" and the original organization of the Institute was

.21
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heavily orjént toward various research topics. However,

.

NIE has gradually shifted toward supporting research that is

presumed-to~have a more direct® bearing on practical applica-
’ . » 7’ . : . .
tions (see Getzels, 1978).- » - -/

-

The general emphasis on research utilization may be a
I3

justifiable theme for federal research policy (although no

endorsement of the preceding two illustrations is necessarily

-

" " intended). Agencies may want to continue ‘to improve their

tilization strategies, but the expectation that every research
project will have a practical payoff reveals a fundamental (
misunderstanding about the research enterprise  (e. g., see
Yin, 1976). Effective utilization strategies are difficult
to develop, should‘not be construed narrowly and hence be
bllm1t3d on direct effects on policy or practice, and are not
»_the topic of the present paper. -Nevertheless, the general
emphasis on research utilization has called attention to a \
second major characteristic of family research- 'For family
. research the link between research and policy or practice is

weak, partly again because of the lack of a governmental policy

toward families.

: Utilization of Family Research in Education_.

| The lack of consensus over the role of government in in-- i
tervening in family affairs means that federal agencies have

no broad programs- for putting family research to use. This
difficulty may again be illustrated with the topic of families

as educators.

&

22
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Where special populations are the target of concern, the

policy relevance of -family research has been easy to estab-

L] : )

lish, A review of research on’parenting skills, for instance;

focuslng on- the needs of low-income famllles, 1nd1cated two
. !

ﬁtmunant themes (Lazar and Chapman, no date)

.Alnost without exception, parent education means
mother education. ' .,

Virtually all the studies which have focused on
training mothexrs as the prlmary agents of inter-
vention have regogted positive immediate effects
an the IQ, achievement, or language development
of the chlldren. :

-

. [and later]

4
"¢ Not surprlslngly, a wide var1ety of relevant research can be
cxted wherever a federal program,. such as Bead Start, has
exlsted as_the practlcal outlet for the results,of the research
" (for a review, see Mann et al., 1978). | B
In contrast, a recent paper by Keasey (1979) provides an.
;eXcellent summary of ex1st1ng research on middle-class parents
, roles in increasing a:%hlld -S motlvatlon to do well in school.
The paper gives th1rteen pr0pos1tlons, 1nd1cat1ng the degree

- of support for these prop051tlons on ‘the part of various

studles., The paper concludes that the flndlngs are conslstent

and robust enough to develop guldellnes for tra1n1ng or adv1s- o

ing parents. However, the paper notes that much of this traln-
ing will require repetitive exposure and some resources

external to the family.

23
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lem addressed_by Keasey‘s paper certainly

-~

Tne general pr
falls w1th1n the overall mandate of the Departmert of Educa=

tion. Rsd famlly beha('or'can be iﬁproved in the.directionaof

increa51ng a ch11d s mo 1vat1on to learn and achieve in SChDol,-

any change could poss1b1 1mprove educat10na1 outcomes and re-.

duce theicurrent burdensiof schdol personnel. Yet, to estab-
 Iish a federal pro 'am to carrv'out sﬁch‘parent training, if
focused on the needs'éf the average American famlly, would
challenge dlrectly tne current amblvalence in federal policy .
~and the Amerlcan family.’ _Much debate would-occur, regarding -
the desirability of government interferenceiin'parenting roles.
(f The only exceptlon might be 1f Keasey s paper were d1rected at
the. needs of a special populatlon--e ge, parents of handlcapped
children. In such a speclal case (Wthh is not the toprc of
Keasey s paper), parent educatlon‘on thelr child's needs and
'}the prov1s1on of famlly counse11ng are an establlshed part of
- the prOgrams of the ‘Bureau of the Educatlon of the Handlcapped;-
In short research informatlon that pertalns‘to the.ma;nr
stream problems of the general populatlon does not have an_
immediate. practlcal outlet, not necessar11y because of the
fa11ure of research but because of ‘the. 1nfrequency of re1evant
publlc programs._ Judged by th;s narrow view of research ut#l-
1zatlon, family research therefore often appears overly aca-
demlc and 1rre1evant.r Th1s appearance may be dece1V1ng, be-.

vcause a recent rev1ew oY trends in fam11y research from 1962 .

to 1976 has suggested an increase in. the proportlon of applled

research (see Table 2). Thu% although the 1nference about[
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| Table 2

TYPES OF FAMILY RESEARCH Iﬁ PUBLISHED ARTICLES

-

7 -

H

1Y62-76

If publlc programs do

.‘ -

for federal support of such research° )

The trad1t10na1 answer would be t

. baslc research.

not stand to beneflt, even 1n the long

'run, from famlly research what are the other

"to soc1ety s overall knowledge about the famlly,

/

justlflcatlons .

’

hat such research adds
and that fam-

flly research should ‘be supported in the same SplrltAaS other

In the long run, such research can” have

enormous 1mpact on.practice.

f;i§5T53bff,

'argues that baslc research in- educatlon ha

S

For example, Getzels (1978).Q

:i;Multi-¥ear Interval .
. o= ] 1962-65 | 1966-68 | 1969-72 1973-76 |
Type of Research Y U AR ) R

B . , — . - . :
. Emplrlcal only - 49.2; 58.9 23.6 9.2
' Theoretlcal only 4.8 5.9 6.7 Y
"Theoretlcal —Empirical -_1712' | 13.3 . 26.2 - 28.0 "
' Methodologlcal _ 1.2 3.3 4.8 4,9
" Dpiscussion. b 2008 | l§;9 18.4 10.9

" " applied-Professional - e S S I Co

or1ented . o 4.5 1.8 14.5 © 25.3
Other LA 2.4 8. 5.8 | . 4.3
‘Total |- 100.0°{ 100.0 | 1000 | 100.0-

B ' SOURCE: 'Adapted from Ruben Hill, "Status of Research on
- the Family, 1979," paper presented for Interagency Panel on:

Early Childhood R&D and Interagency . Panel for R&D on Adoles- -

cence, Washlngton, D C.» May 1980.

'the lack of relevance -may be unfa1r, 1t produces tenuous argu—

'.:ments for federal support of famlly research 1n the first place.

-

s afiected att1tudes;h
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toward pupils, leadership style among :%hool personnel class-i

2

room management, and the nature of the curriculum, although

muchvbf thas impabt has not peen fully apqrei;:ted. However, f_).i

this traditional answer has become less satis actory because } |

.

of the emphasis on research utilization. A second answer,';-“

J also more acceptable in an earlier era, is that the research

,can benefit private institutions offering serVices‘Eo parents,'

or can be commun{Lated to parents directly, to be put to wnat-“

= ¥

" ever use they see’ £it. This type of. research utilization_has

also reéeived declining attention, however, and . is not coh-f .\;.

\ oo

sidered sufficient as the only. Justification for reSearch S uVQ

support. . - | _ 'ul,vau" o i ',*i, “7;!“4F:
| ‘In summary, support for family research again suffers in-_ *
directly because of the lack of governmental policy in dealang

With family affairs. Thus, in agzution ‘to the observed frag-

mentation of support shown earlier, this section has suggested
7 1 .
that the 3ustification for supporting such research is diffi- .

e cult because of thé current emphasis on research utilization,

f
'hesearch findings have few potential outlets in terms of' _

BT I 5

ffecting policy or practice, because public programs dealing7;

[

e :
) w1th family affairs Qo not exist in great abd!&ance. Both of .

these conditions cauge special dilemmas for agencies such : as

~ the National Institute of Education (NIE),'whose main ODJEC‘?

~"':’tive is to'support research that will improve educational

}‘Quality and_eguity, and the paper now turns to these dilemmas.
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D. PROGRAM PRIORITIES AT THE NATIONAL
o INSTITUTE OF EDUCATION : I

' ' e : .
Current NIE Efforts on'Eamilies and Education,

Within NIE, famlly-related research 1s not one of NIE's
major existlng programs. Instead, two cross-cutting "teams
have .been organlzed, the Family. and Communlty Studles Team
and the Home: and Community Study Team., Each team is respon-T
s1b1e for developlng a coherent pla? for supportlng family
research in the future, although the 1atter team ‘has also

)

'1n1t1ated seueral research awards on the top1c, totallng -
about $l mllllon. 1 ‘

When the two teams were f1rst establlshed, a'bas1c
‘division of respons1b111ty was to have the first team focusT
on policy- applzcatzon 1ssues and the second team focus on .-
behavioral and goeial processes; Thus, for example, the
Family and Community Stud1es Team has tr1ed to underst d o,
the Ways in. wh1ch ney p011C1es can be 1mplemented--e gi%qhy.
using community organlzatlons, parent-teacher assoc;atlons,.

" or other institutional sYstems. In contrast, the Home and
Communlty Study Team- 1n1t1ally focused on the learnlng
processes that occur 1n the home, e1the§ as - a result of
£§rental behavior or;of the :home environment--e. g., television

+  prograft. - e e e

- . "?‘,&v:a 5 *
N . By itk . .

! . i The latter has also been called the ”Famllles as Edur
cators.Team. )

s T l'f-'?‘ . ‘{' ,5

R

% .
iy o~ ar
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However, neither team has received widespread support
ll
within NIE. First, because federal educational policy is
dominated by a concern for imprOV1ng the’. school, advances in

home learning are viewed as potentially competing with the

_fbcus of the school as an institution. - ‘part of this compet-

itive spiritiis a remnant of earlier'conflicts in the United
States in the 1960s, between communitv'and school; community
control of schools was of interest at that time because of
a presumed 1nadequacy of the school environment. Though this
conflict has.largely sub51ded as ajpolitically sensitive
issue, the:more complementary view of home and school learn- .
ing—-in'which both contribute inda “co-productive way" to a
child's education--has'still noi:become prevalent.

' second, due to the lack qf ‘federal programs aimed at im-—

proving family affairs, neither team has been able to develop

a strong rationale regarding~the potential usefulness of the

 research it would like'to;support. Among federal prioritiES,

family and education continues to be interpreted as lacking

policy relevance. And,‘as noted previouSly, the broader

emphasis'on research utilization has undermined any arguments
for supporting such research on the traditional grounds of.
adding to society s general knowledge.p

ngt recently, the second of ﬁh@,tgams, the Home and
Community Study Team, has attempted to deal w1th thesegprob-

lems by initiating a new focus on home-school relationships o

" (see Mbles et al.,_l980). Such a focus would encourage research

.
s {w or,
a8y

e - -
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on the'communication and coordination beﬁween £eachers and
parents regarding a child's learning. At an interperéonal
‘level, the research could cover the intensity of contact,
the ways of reducing confliéts; and the development of closer
working.relationships bet&een family and school members; In
theory,'thi§ newer focus on home-school relationships wouid
allow NIE to.wqu within its overall priority toward improv-
ing schools and provide a response to the research utiliza-
tion issﬁe. B

Howéver,fthis shift méy also have created new problems.
First, the shift begins go blur the initial distinction be-
tweén the.résponsibilitigs of the two teams. Some adjustment
will probably have to be made because the topic of_home-school'
relationships involves iséues'of pol;gghapplication'and benév-

ioral pr6Ceéées simultaneously. Second, and more important to
. . - ) X -

the overall pattern of federal support for family research,
the topic of home-school relationships overlaps directly with
‘a.previous researcﬁ p#iorityléf.ACYF. In its program state-
ment for}fiscal year 1974, one of ACYF's predecessor agencies,

the Office of Child Development, described two major priority
issues. The second issue was described as follows:

-

How families-do/do not interface with the school in
socializing the child. :

e How does the school, as a socialization agent,
enhance or conflict with the socialization pat-
terns and educational expectations characteris-
tic of different family types and cultural

, groups? How does each communicate its expecta-
tions to ‘the other and how can congruence be
achieved? , o : -

?
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e What discontinuities in, or barriers to, the
interface between the family and school are
associated with specific ecological factors
such as bilingual culture? What role do the
family, school, and other institutions play
in creating and maintaining such barriers?

"How do these barriers influence children's

social -and psychological identity and what

effect does a discontinuity between the cul- '
ture of the.school and that of the home have '

on families' efforts to break the cycle of

poverty? oL

A distinction between the ACYF and NIE missions can dis-
entanglé)this apparent overlap. In the ACYF case, any of the
funded research was preéumaﬁly oriented toward family condi-
tionslias they might have been affected by the school (Adminis-
tration for Children, Youth, and Pamilies,-1974),.whereas.in
the N;E case, any of the new reseﬁxch will présumablf be .
oriented toward school conditions As they might bé affected.
by the family.- In reality, however, thiS'fype‘of distinction,

as previously suggested, can easily bgcome blurred.

The Continuing Dilemma .

This rendition of current priorities within NIE should
indicate the coﬂtinuing dilemma fsrkagencies attemﬁting to
suéportﬁféki}y reéearbh. First, bé%éuse of the fragmentation

'of‘suppbrt for family rese&rcﬁ,_aiﬁgst any new thrust‘fo:'one
sub-agency wi;l pfobably OVerlap3§£:eét1y with Qome previous
"or current) thrust of ofher sub;égencies. Second, because

of the emphasis on'researcb utilizationf research ﬁill.continue~

B * . : E ( .
to be viewed as being of lower_griority.for those topics--€.g., -,
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- ' :
families--in which government intervention policies have not
‘ . -

been intensively-developed. Both conditions make the support

- of family research difficult as part of the standard resource

allocation exercise within any given agency. In short, bud-

gets for f&mily research Wlll be difficult to defend, espe-

cially where a federal agency is perceived as having an
applied rather than basic research mission.

The general point of the preq\\t case study is that. these

Y

"conditions may exist independent of the nature or quality of

"the actual research. In fact, the reviews of family research

. 7y
cited in the preceding sections have,all revealed a relatively

sound and consistent bbdy of knowledge. Numerous gaps in knowl-
edge remain,'and many jof the issues need to be articulated in
greater depth, for policy direction 'in education; however, the

general lesson appears to be clear: Families have been shown

‘to be an essential co-producer of a desired.policy outcome

" (improved education), and the specific ways in which families.

facilitate the educational process have also been identified
(e. g., Lazar and Chapman, no date; Watson, 1980; Keasey, 1979;
and Hess and Holloway, l979)

Until ‘the relationship between government and families
is clarified further, support for family research w111 ‘continue

to encounter the above difficulties. Where the traditional

‘justification of research--i e., on grounds of adding- to

society s generhl knowledge--is no longer adequate, and where

no clear policy alternatives exist, federal support for research

31
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“has become increasingly difficuli io.justify. r family #e-
search, preciseiy this-situétibn has arisen. ,O:$} changes in
‘politicaibpriorities, leading for examp%e to'a change in the
intervehtiﬁn‘position of ‘the government, can alter the sta}é
qf,aff&irs. . Until then, resé;rCh-suppB%ﬁing agéndieé and -

: ; >
research investigators can only play a temporizing role.
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SR ~ FAMILY RESEARCH SUPPORTED BY FEDERAL AGENCIES

!

.hgency/Sub-agengy-

| Department of‘Health, Bducation,

~and Welfare -

Office of the Asaistant Secretary
for Planning and Evaluatlon (ASPE)

Office of Human Development
Services
‘Administration for Children,
Youth, and Families . (ACYF)

| Administlation for Public Services

Rehabilitation Services Adminis-
- tration

Bureau of Community Health Services

~ Health Care Financing Administration,

© National Institute ofChild Health
~ and Human DeVelopment‘(NICHDl |

National Institute of Mental Health
(NIMM) Y .

]

(Partial pidth

Number of Projects

Active in FY 1977 t

128

10

- 23

80

166

Main Categories of Family
Research Supported

: 'Famlly/eociety‘intetface
- . Child care arrangements
| Impact of family on education

) ! A

' parental roles/behavior

Family/society interface

Parent-child relatiopships

Family structure ‘

~ Family/society interfacegb
- Fanily health

Pumulmhummﬂu

Parent-child relatlonships
Parental roles/behavlor

* Parent-child relationships

Family health

Parent-child relationshipe'l'

Fanily health

~ Parental roles/behavior v

Family structure

. N

6Z



~Agency/Sub—agency ¢

tment of Health, .Education,
elfare (continued) "
ional Institute of Neurological
| Communicative Disorders and
oke

ional Institute on ﬁlcohol Abuse
[ Alcoholism ‘(NIAAA) :

ional Institute on Drug Abuse

:ional‘Institute-of Education . .

jce of Education
jureau of Education for the
landicapped ’ A\

Jureau of Elementary and -
:econdary Education

yffice of Career’ Education
)ffice of Indian Education
fice of Planning, Budget,

and Evaluation
rtment of Agriculture

onal Science Fcundaticnw,l

L FOR ALL AGENCIES

Number of Projects
‘Active in FY 1977

' Main Categories of Family
Research Supported '

9 . Family health
10 Family health
12 _— Parent-ch{ld relationships
) Family health
18 .  Family Structure

Family/society interface

Impact of family on education .

T127

Parental roles/behavior .
S Family health '
7 . . Parental roles/behavior
] g .
20 - Family structure
H ‘4 : |
47 Family/society interface
o '“Parental roles/behavior '
1L . Parent—child relationshipa
. ) "Parental roles/hehavior

,;.

—
This tabulation is based on data in Hettz, l978 The projects only cover studies related to early child—
. The data do not include all famlyresearchproyectsanddonot mclv.deresearchsupportedbyagméies
as the Administration on Aging, Bureau of the.Census, or Veterans Mministration. ,

Projects mayluwe been funded in FY 1977tn:earlier. " " o . : ; ':3t;

) Parent—child relationshipsl.

o€,
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Appendix B
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